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IN RESPONSE TO NON-FINAL OFFICE ACTION 

MS Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Dear Sir: 

The application has been carefully reviewed in light of the rejection dated 
March 26, 2007. Qaims 1-20 and 22 are pending in tiie application. Applicant reserves 
the right to pursue the original claims and other claims in this and other applications. 

Claims 1-20 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Miller et al. (US 7,035,809) in view of MSProject (User's Guide for Microsoft 
Project). This rejection is respectfully traversed. In order to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness "the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
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suggest all the claim limitations." M.P,E.P. §2142. Applicant submits that neither 
Miller et al. nor MSProject, even when considered in combination, teaches or suggests 
all limitations of independent claims 1, 8, 12, or 22. 

Claim 1 recites a method for creating a workflow process management 
application, "wherein said workflow process management application, when executed 
by said computer, permits a user to: ... generate worker assigrunents . . .; said workflow 
process management application using said report to automatically generate 
subsequent worker assignments without further interaction with the user " (emphasis 
added). Claims 8, 12, and 22 recite similar limitations. Applicant respectfully submits 
that Miller et al. and MSProject, even when combined, do not beach or suggest these 
limitations. 

To the contrary, MSProject teaches, witii regard to the leveling operation, that 
" leveling simply delays certain tasks in your schedule until the resources assigned to 
them are no longer overallocated." Page 65, In. 24-25 (emphasis added). See also page 
69, In. 6-7. MSProject also teaches that "it can't substitute a resource on an 
overallocated task or change the task's duration." Page 69, In. 15-16. Therefore, 
MSProject is capable only of pushing back in time existing tasks, not generating new 
subsequent tasks. 

MSProject further teaches that "Microsoft Project cannot take into account all of 
the subtle things you know about your project. So you should always review the 
leveling diang es made by Microsoft Project to make sure that the solution is what you 
want." Page 65, In. 25-28 (emphasis added). See also page 69, In. 14-15, 18-20. Thus, 
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MSProject requires further user interaction, which is in direct contrast to the claimed 
invention. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that MSProject does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest automatically generating subsequent worker assigimients without 
further interaction with the user, as recited in claims 1, 8, 12, and 22. 

Nor is Miller et al. cited for these limitations. In fact, the Office Action at page 5 
admits that Miller et al. does not disclose, teach or suggest these limitations. Thus, 
Miller et al. does not remedy the deficiencies of MSProject. 

Since Miller et al. and MSProject do not teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
claims 1, 8, 12, and 22, claims 1, 8, 12, and 22 are not obvious over the Miller et al. and 
MSProject combination. Claims 2-7, 8-11, and 13-20 depend, respectively, from 
independent daims 1, 8, and 12, and are patentable at least for the reasons mentioned 

above, and on their own merits. Applicant respectfully requests that the 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) rejection of claims 1-20 and 22 be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 
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In view of the above, allowance of the application is respectfully requested. 



Dated: June 26, 2007 RespectfuUv'suBinitted, 



By- 

Thomas J. D'Amico 

Registration No.: 28,371 

Gianni Minutoli 

Registration No.: 41,198 

Raehael Lea Leventhal 
Registration No.: 54,266 

DICKSTEIN SHAPIRO LLP 

1825 Eye Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20006-5403 

(202) 420-2200 

Attorneys for Applicant 
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